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MYRRHIS SULCATA LAG. (UMBELLIFERAE) BELONGS, AFTER ALL, IN MYRRHIS
The name Myrrhis su/cata Lag., Gen. Sp. PI.: 13
(1816) -Ind. loc.: "Habit. in montibus Cantabricis
ad tractum. Peña mayor de Mena, ubi legit D.B.
Salcedo (V. S.)"- has been surrounded by sorne
controversy or at least doubt -see Laínz in Collect.
Bol. (Barcelona) 5: 444-445 (1958)-. The only
possible type specimen located to date was actual-
ly Chaerophyllum hirsutum (MA 85451). But,
regardless of the identification, this was not a good
candidate. It was from the same locality as M. su/-
cata -Peña Mayor de Mena- and from the same
collector -Salcedo- but this specimen does not
contain any annotations by Lagasca. Instead, the
original label by Salcedo identified the specimen
as "Myrrhis pilosa". Although both Laínz (loe. cit.)
and the authors of this note suspected that such a
misidentification by Lagasca was unlikely, a suit-
able -or the- type specimen was not available.
Fortunately, the likely type material has been 10-
cated within the herbarium ofthe Real Jardín Botá-
nico (MA 85120). It contains four attached stem
fragments, all of them with leaves and two of them
with umbel rays. Besides, a small envelope con-
tains fragments and debris offruits and flowers. All
the material in the sheet belongs to Myrrhis. There
are two original labels: "Myrrhis sulcata / Peña-
Mayor de Mena / Florece por Julio / N°. 94" and
"ChaerophyIlum sulcatum sp. nov. / Smirnium
[crossed] / Scandix odorata L. v. hirsuta [crossed] 1.-
Peña Mayor de 'Mena / Myrrhis sulcata Lag. /
n. 420". Most ofthe handwriting is by Salcedo but
"Myrrhis su/cata Lag." in the second label (and
probably also the first line of the same Iabel) is by
Lagasca.
This is therefore, beyond reasonable doubt, the
specimen that Lagasca described as Myrrhis su/-
cata -we hereby lectotypify this name on the
referred specimen (MA 85120)-. With respect to
the taxonomic value of Lagasca' s name, the type
specimen seems to fall within the range of varia-
tion of the only recognized species within Myrrhis
(M. odorata). One thing is rejecting that Lagasca
confounded a Chaerophyllum with a Myrrhis,
which Laínz suggested and we demonstrate here.
Another is agreeing with Lagasca in that his pro-
posed new species deserves recognition. It is worth
adding that Myrrhis odorata has been coIlected
recently in the same locality (by Alejandre in 1988,
MA 467047). So, we mustconclude that M. su/ca-
ta Lag. is simply a synonym of M. odorata (L.)
Scop.
Thanks are given to Mauricio Velayos for his help
with identification of handwriting.
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